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Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.\V 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am \triting to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT lias said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
”liberalize” air travel behveen the United States and the 2.5 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very inucli tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it \!ill 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that tlie DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and I! hile the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still tkon’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Ileatlirow is the top airport to use while flying to and froin London. 

I do not believe DOT lias the authority to change U.S. aviation la\! s regarding foreign ou nership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress haire I\ ritten letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new fav, s relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ov  nership and control structure. I be1iei.e m y  elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider the iinplications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I suppoi? U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international tra\tl but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and \then the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to ivithdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U . S . De p a r t  nie n t of Transport a tion 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportat ion: 

I am n.riting to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations \\it11 the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel behveen tlie United States and the 25  EU countries. But, as I now know, the rulc 
is \-ery niuch tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it w i l l  
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU kiioivs that the rule \I i l l  become final. 

It seems to nie that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed \I ith the EU, and nliile the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT‘s proposal does notliiiig 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London‘s Heathrow airport. It is nrrong to say Heathrow \voiild 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still \von’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

1 do not belie\e DOT has the authority to change U.S. a\ iation 1an.s regarding foreign o\\nel-ship and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of tlie U.S. Congress liaise uritteii letters stating the fact 
that Congress is tlie legal body to review, discuss and take action on new Ian s relating to U.S. airlines 
and their oumership and control structure. I believe inj  elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. a\,iation law. 

1 support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize interiiational tl-ai’el but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the propel- forum. 

For the abo\re mentioned reasoiis 1 am urging you to \+.itlidraw the proposed rule, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03- 15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rii..! on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now kilo\\, the rule 
is \ a-J I N L I C I I  tied to DO 1 eftbits to sign 3 de31 \ \ i t t i  !he turopeni:s. I hale  rend that  the EU said It \\ 111 
not initial a new aviation agreement nith the U.S. before the EU Lnons that the rule \till  become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT‘s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. I t  is wrong to say Heathrow w,ould 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won‘t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
xvhile Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign okvnership and 
control of U.S. airlines. 1 understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and \*.lien the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U S .  Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
M7ashington, DC 30590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’S proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
I S  1 er j  much tied to DO I effoils to sign 3 deal n i t h  the Europeans. 1 ha\ e rend that the E b  said it \ \ i l l  

not initial a new aviation agreement uith the U.S. before the EU Lnons that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and mrhile the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won‘t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U S .  Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
nliile Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

1 do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. a\iation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and n.hen the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 30590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

1 am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
:s lei-) much tied to DO1 elfor?s to sign a deal nit11 ?lie Europenns 1 1121 e rend that the EL said i t  1 1 1  
not initial a new aviation agreement wi th  the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won‘t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, 1 have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathro\v air senrice 
\vhile Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign owmership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. a\,iation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, n -  



Docket Operat ions 
US .  Depar tmen t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seven th  Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, D C  20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U S .  airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up US. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U S .  Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U S .  aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the US.  and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 

Name:d&&/ d# 
Address: /,, 33 j j  Ga 

I 



Docket Opera t ions  
U.S. Depar tmen t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh  Street, S .W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington,  D C  20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03 - 1 5 759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. 1 understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U S .  airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U S .  Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place i n  the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03- 15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actut. control of I 
foreign parties. 

S. airlines 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U S .  before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U S .  - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U S .  airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U S .  Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’S proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

1 support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place i n  the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 
7 . .  

Address: 

&47/L/ 

. .  



Docket Operations 
U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U S .  - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U S .  airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

( 
Name: TERESA LACEY 

Address: I452 1 REEVESTON ROAD 
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77039 



Docket  Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh  S t r ee t ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 80590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

1 am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’S proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now kno\i,, the rule 
I S  1 e r j  much tied to DO1 efforts to sign 9 deal \\it11 the Europeans. 1 hn\e rend that die E U  said i t  \\III 
not initial a new aviation agreement M i th the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule \4 i l l  become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed M ith the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won‘t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I Iiave to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air sen ice 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ow.nersIiip and 
control of U.S. airlines. 1 understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable lei.el, is fair to the U.S. and nhen the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’S proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U S .  aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Name: 



Docket Operations 
US .  Depar tmen t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh Street ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U S .  
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U S .  Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U S .  Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operat ions 
U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03 - 1 5759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposec, rule on actual contra of I 
foreign parties. 

S. airlines by 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as  I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U S .  
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at  Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up US.  - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support US. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

RegaTds, - 
_--.- . , 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U S .  Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 

Name: 

Address: 



Docket Opera t ions  
U.S. Depar tmen t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh  Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of US. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25  EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
IS 1 er) much tied to D 0 1  efforts to sign 9 deal \\ i t h  the Europeans ! 1iaie read that the E L  said i t  \\ 1 1 1  
not initial a new aviation agreement wi th  the U.S. before the EU hens that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open u p  U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
xliile Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of US. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U S .  aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but  only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 

v 



Dock e t 0 p e r a t  io n s 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am ~vriting to voice niy concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of US. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to re 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it \ \ i l l  

iation agreement M EU knon.s that the rule u i l l  become final. 

the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and u hile the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT‘s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because US. airlines like Continental still ~ o n ‘ t  be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
m hile I leathrow is the top airport to use wli 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation 1au.s regarding foreign oi\nership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have jvritten letters statirig the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international t r a l t l  hut only \\hen the liberalization 
occiirs on an equitable level, is fair to tlie U.S. and when tlie discussion tahes place in the proper fortrm. 

iation negotiations uith the European Union to 

-. 

-.I. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’S proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
‘‘liberalize’’ air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as T now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U S .  market, DOT’S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U S .  Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U S .  and when the discussion takes place i n  the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 
. . ,  



Docket Operat ions 
U.S. Department of Transpor ta t ion  
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington,  DC 30590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

1 am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposec. rule on actual control of 
foreign parties. 

I.S. airlines by 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
IS \el;\ mticli tied to DO 1 efforts to sign 3 deal \\ it11 the Europenns. 1 h e  rend ~liat the EL said it  \\ 1 1 1  
not initial a new aviation agreement \?ith the U.S. before the EU hnous that the rule wi l l  become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- E U  deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT‘s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is ivrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won‘t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
nhile Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation lajvs regarding foreign ow.nership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U S .  Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only \\.hen the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to Ivithdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Depar tmen t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seven th  Street ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
‘‘liberalize’’ air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for US.  airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U S .  airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 

Name: Shawn Vandenvorp 

Address: 23227 Kobi Park Ct Spring TX 77373 



Docket Operat ions 
U.S. Depar tment  of Transportat ion 
400 Seven th  Street ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani nriting to voice m y  coiiceriis about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations uith tlie European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel behveeii the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rulc 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. 1 have read that the EU said it nil1 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U S .  before the EU hnows that the rule i l l  become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed is.itli the EU, and uhile the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to tlie U.S. market, DOT‘s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still \i.oii’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. T n  this 
regard, I lime to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U S .  - London Heathrow air service 
while I-leathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not belieke DOT has the authority to change US. aviation lans regarding foreign onnership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I iinderstand members of tlie U.S. Congress hate 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and tahe action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their om nersliip and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to coiisider the implications of changing U.S. a\ iation law. 

ritten letters stating tlie fact 

I suppoit U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international tra\cl but only nhen tlie liberalization 
occiirs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and i t  lien the discussion takes place i n  the proper forum 

For tlie abo\.e mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Depar tmen t  of Transportat ion 
400 Seven th  S t ree t ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
pocke t  OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow. airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U S .  aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC PO590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT‘s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
:s \ e1-j much tied 10 DOT etio:-ts to sign 3 deal u it11 the Europeans I l i xe  read that the EU said it \ \ i l l  

not initial a new aviation agreement ~ i t h  the U.S. before the EU Lnons that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed \+.ith the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow n.ould 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won‘t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathroiv air senice 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation la\vs regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable leifel, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket  Operat ions 
U.S. Department of Transportat ion 
400 Seventh St ree t ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 30590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

1 am writing to voice my concerns about DOT‘s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is \-el->. inuch tied to D0.T et‘fo:?s to sign n deal \+ it11 tlit: Europeans. I e rend that  the EC said it 11 i l l  

not initial a new aviation agreement kvitli the U.S. before the EU knons that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed \vith the EU, and while the U S .  
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won‘t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, 1 have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heatliron air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign oivnership and 
control of U.S. airlines. 1 understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. airiation law. 

1 support U.S.  Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only \vhen the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and \\hen the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed ride. 

Regards, 


